Abstract This study presents a theoretical and operational framework for analyzing repeat visit to museums. Starting from the literature on repeat visit in tourism, the specificities of these cultural attractions are made explicit through a review of theoretical and applied works. Consistently with previous contributors, the paper suggests that the analysis of actual past behaviours has to be preferred to the one of attitudes. The application of proper econometric models is also remarked in order to put into account individual profiles. Information coming from three techniques is then used in an integrated way in order to provide a more comprehensive view of the phenomenon. Evidence from an ad hoc survey suggests the necessity to give a greater attention to perceived cultural value during the visit, promoting cultural events during the week and addressed to children, and taking care of those visitors that come from far places also through an integrated tourist supply.
INTRODUCTION
Repeat visit is one of the main targets of tourist attractions and destinations managers.
After all motivating visitors to return is more cost-effective than attracting new ones (Ennew and Binks, 1996) . Beyond contingent factors such as price promotion, motivation related to the features of the visited place remains the key factor that operators try to influence for the sake of stimulating the return to the destination. In recent years a growing literature has widely discussed about loyalty and its determinants. In particular many works focused on providing a description of the characteristics that are likely to cause the return of tourists to a destination. But meaning the loyalty as an indication of the adequacy of supply in satisfying the demand for leisure might be misleading in some cases.
In this sense, despite the progress in academic studies, the seminal work of Oppermann (1999) and many of the critical aspects highlighted therein still remain of living importance. In particular, trying to describe loyalty and its determinants, and provide a representative profile of the loyal tourist and her motivations, are not easy tasks. Phenomena such as situational or 'spurious' loyalty and the influence of multi-purpose trips may intervene as confounding factors. This concerns especially those studies that try to infer the likely elements that caused tourists to return to a place. These might be biased by sets of tourists who repeat the visit due to convenience factors or habit, or simply did not make any selection of the place as it happens for business trips. In addition a tourist might be in search for change, and thus have a holiday in different places despite she enjoyed a certain destination.
The literature has showed no particular attention in investigating the determinants of the loyalty to cultural attractions such as museums. Beyond the demand for leisure, the visit to museums has a particular value for the enhancement of cultural capital of tourists (Bourdeau, 1973; Fyfe, 2004) . But analysing the repeat visit to the same museum might be a meaningful indication not only at the level of the attraction's managers. It might be a symptom of interest of a certain type of tourist towards the stimulus in increasing her knowledge and culture through the 'messages that are sent' by exhibitions. This kind of knowledge might have deep implications also on the most receptive policymakers and the quality of their cultural and educational policies. In a broader sense, this is made explicit by the recent contribution by Rodríguez-Santos et al. (2013) , who showed that previous visits were among the factors that enhance the positioning of a cultural destination with a weak image.
For what concerns the 'strict' analysis of the phenomenon, to a certain extent the segment of cultural tourism is exempt from certain misinterpretation of the loyalty.
Cultural tourists are highly motivated ones who are in search of 'serious leisure' experience (Stebbins, 1997 (Stebbins, , 2007 ) that could increase their knowledge and skills (Burton et al., 2009; Rojek, 1995 Rojek, , 2000 Silberberg, 1995) . This applies in particular to museums. The repeat visitors of these attractions can be reasonably thought to be actively interested in the cultural value of exhibitions. Of course price policies and other 'contingent' factors can facilitate the access to it. However motivation, especially when driven by 'cultural' elements, appears to be essential to make visitors decide to return.
Moreover, analysing specific niches of the tourist market avoids the confounding effects of analysing a set of 'generalist' tourists whose trip's purposes are heterogeneous.
To the best knowledge of who writes, in the tourism literature only the work by Brida et al. (2012b) has been presented for the sake of investigating the loyalty to museums. The present paper provides a systematic analysis of the repeat visit to museums. The purpose is to outline the behaviour of loyal visitors and its determinants. The phenomenon is first defined in the light of earlier works, within the broader field of the repeat visit in tourism. Empirical evidence deriving from econometric data analysis techniques constitutes a further and complementary step in order to define the likely characteristics influencing the repeat visit behaviour.
Regarding this latter aspect, McKercher and Tse (2012) recently argued that applied literature produced poor results, due to little innovation and the application of similar conceptual and methodological frameworks that produce similar results. We take this claim as a stimulus in order to provide results that would be both functional to the description of the topic, and innovate in terms of approach and methods. The approach we follow is based on an integrated analysis of the results from different econometric models. Each of them interprets a specific way of operationalizing the concept of the repeat visit.
BACKGROUND
The study of repeat purchase is a traditional topic for brand and consumer behaviour studies (Engel et al., 1978) . Jacoby and Chestnut (1978) date the earliest approach back to Copeland's (1923) 'brand insistence'. Kozak et al. (2002) report that studies on loyalty have evolved from being associated with the consistent behaviour in doing transactions concerning the same product or brand (Cunningham, 1956; Farley, 1964; Pessemier, 1959) , to enhancing the latters' value for the sake of maintaining costumers rather than attracting new ones (Fornell and Wernerfelt, 1987; Reichheld, 1996) . cite a more recent definition of loyalty to a product by Oliver (1997) , which is said to be 'a deeply held commitment to re-buy or re-patronize a preferred product/service consistently in the future, thereby causing repetitive samebrand or same brand-set purchasing, despite situational influences and marketing efforts having the potential to cause switching behaviour'.
The attention towards loyalty in tourism is instead more recent. The early work by Gitelson and Crompton (1984) introduced repeat visitation as important dimension to focus on while studying tourists' behaviour. They analyse whether individual characteristics differentiate between repeat and non-repeat vacationers. Authors outline the main differences between repeated purchase in retail stores and the choice of a tourist to return to a place on holiday. They stress that a pleasure vacation is a relatively expensive product, and as such the consumer dedicates more time in searching and deliberating. Furthermore, the high psychological involvement and financial commitment make this process as not driven by spontaneity or caprices. Finally, the set of information the choice to consume relies on is limited by the presence of the intangible characteristics of the holiday. In the authors' opinion, tourism as a product is in fact selected only on the basis of symbolic communication alone, rather than physical characteristics. Gitelson and Crompton (1984) give a broad definition of repeat tourism, which is said to be 'a trip to a primary destination which previously had been visited for any purpose by the respondent'. The definition is left intentionally generic for the sake of not excluding dimensions of interest for scholars. No time limits are given, which implies that repeat visitation may concern either, say, lifetime or previous week. Moreover, the respondent determines the definition of the 'primary destination', which is also related to the specificity of the case study. Oppermann (1999) claims that the definition of such phenomenon requires addressing of four aspects. These concern fixing appropriate time intervals, and putting into account the increasing probability to find repeaters the longer the time investigated, changes in attitudes and their effects on actual behaviour, the possibility that other people than the final user can purchase the product.
Despite this, Oppermann (1999) argues that the evaluation of loyalty to a destination can be misleading due to reasons related to time, space and motivation of subjects. Even when a time horizon is fixed, there might be tourists who used to repeat the vacation in a longer frequency than the one that was fixed. This happens when, for instance, one is in search of a yearly loyalty, but instead there might be tourists who go on holiday once every three years though to the same destination. Also the reference to one single destination may lead to ambiguous indications about loyalty. In case of multidestination trips difficulties could arise in distinguishing the 'primary' destination from 'secondary' ones. Moreover, loyalty to a place can be in contrast with the change of resorts at every holiday (Goodall, 1988) . Oppermann's (1999) opinion, trips that do not imply any choice of the destination should not be put into account. This happens for instance with business trips.
Still in
Such topic recalls a broader one concerning the measurement of loyalty in presence of multi-purpose trips where leisure and business combine. In this case surveying the extent to which the decision to return implies an active involvement of the tourist may become complex. With the exception of these peculiar cases, the subjective dimension of satisfaction is the most important factor to stimulate the repeat vacation (see among others, Mazursky, 1989; Court and Lupton, 1997; Oh, 1999; Kozak, 2001; Assaker et al., 2011; Lin and Hsu, 2011; Gómez et al., 2012) . This may have such degree of significance for tourists that in some cases they express a sense of identification with the destination (Ryan, 1995) .
Still about the awareness in repeating because of satisfaction, further complexities arise when other elements of 'spurious loyalty' are involved. In some cases an active process of decision-making does not drive repeating a holiday. This is the case where loyalty coincides with 'habit'. Perhaps an active choice of going to 'that' place there might have been in the first times (Backman and Crompton, 1991a; Beatty and Kahle, 1988; Oppermann, 1999) . But often it could be very arguable the fact that satisfaction has remained a main factor. Satisfaction and the motivation towards revisiting a place fade also when some situational factors become significant in the decision to repeat. The choice of repeating can be driven by contingent elements such as time, money and lack of opportunity (Backman and Crompton, 1991a; Oppermann, 1999) .
For reasons such as the ones we mentioned, the set of repeat visitors appears to be very heterogeneous. Undoubtedly, those who have never been to a place constitute a more homogeneous group (Oppermann, 1999 (Oppermann, , 2000a . Instead, elements related to time, place and motivation concur in drawing a wide range of subcategories within the repeat tourists. Loyal tourists may be those who return both year after year and several times every year. In addition, 'repeaters' can be those who did several visits both recently and a long time ago. Moreover, even if the tourist is satisfied with the holiday, for the next vacation she can either return or choose a different destination. These latter two decisions concur to form two end points of a spectrum with a number of other types in between (Oppermann, 1999; Woodside and MacDonald, 1994) .
The traditional destination-based and single-dimensioned analysis of loyalty is questioned by the recent work of . They invert the traditional perspective of focusing on the repeat visitation to a single enterprise or destination.
Rather they adopt a consumer approach. Accordingly three different views of the concept are proposed. They concern different tiers of the tourist systems (vertical loyalty), more than one provider at the same tier of the tourism system (horizontal loyalty) and related to experience such as the typology of vacation (experiential loyalty). The authors explore their theory through a qualitative research in a small sample. Opportune ways to operationalize it for quantitative studies to large samples may constitute future interesting directions of research also in authors' opinion.
Operationalization
The approaches the data collection on brand loyalty is based on are used to be classified into behavioural, attitudinal, and composite (Bowen and Chen, 2001; Jacoby and Chestnut, 1978; Oppermann, 1999 Oppermann, , 2000b Zins, 2001 ).
Behavioural approaches are based on actual or reported purchasing behaviour, such as brand purchase sequence recording, proportion, probability, synthesis measures, or miscellaneous measures (Oppermann, 1999) . In all these cases, the past repetition of a holiday to a destination is assumed to be an indication of the intention to repurchase, although it may mean different things (Kozak et al., 2002) . The main fallacy of these measures is in fact the difficulty to discriminate between loyal and habitual or spurious behaviour (Henry, 2000; Shoemaker and Bowen, 2003; Weber, 2001 ).
Attitudinal approaches (Day, 1969) are addressed at asking the respondents about their intention to continue buying the same product, and/or willingness to recommend the product to others (Hepworth and Mateus, 1994) . They are based on the theories of planned behaviour and reasoned action, which postulate that a relationship exists between service quality, satisfaction, and future behavioural intentions (Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980; Chi and Qu, 2008; McKercher and Tse, 2012; Yoon and Uysal, 2005) . These approaches affirm that behavioural measures are not able to distinguish between intentionally loyalty and spurious loyalty (Backman and Crompton, 1991a) , where the latter characterizes those that are interested in being loyal because of convenience factors. This implies that these buyers can be easily attracted by another brand that, for instance, adopts a policy of price discounts or special offers (Kozak et al., 2002.) The main limit of this second approach is the fact that attitudinal loyalty is better captured when it persists over the time. Longitudinal datasets of tourists can be appropriate to this, but they are rare in tourism and indeed difficult to collect. Similarly to asking the number of past trips, one might be tempted to find a solution by asking tourists to recall past attitudes. Indeed the latter is a very hard task to deal with. In addition, the measurement of attitudes at a given time has no predictive value. Several authors indicated that they are not positively related to actual behaviour . They are 'conscious decisions' that may not be transformed into an actual one (Oppermann, 1999) . This is stressed by the recent work of McKercher and Tse (2012) , who found little evidence of the correlation between the willingness to return and the actual behaviour.
Composite approaches constitute the third category. They are motivated by the fact that a loyal consumer is supposed to both purchase the brand and have a positive attitude towards it. Their application has also been questioned for the incompatibility of the two dimensions of willingness and actual behaviour . A set of contributors instead offers a different and complementary approach to the already mentioned ones. They propose to find categories to classify repeat tourists into. Backman and Crompton (1991b) divide tourists according to their psychological involvement and frequency of the visit into high, spurious, latent and low loyal. Heung et al. (1996) adopt Kotler's (1991) categories for loyalty to brands (hard-core, soft-core, shifting loyal, and switchers). Oppermann (1999) distinguishes seven types of repeat tourists according to the number of previous visits, people's attitude toward holiday, and the probability to visit the destination in the future. Oppermann (2000b) classifies loyalty from cutoffs in the empirical distribution of the number of past visits. Kozak et al. (2002) resume the behaviours of repeat and non-repeat tourists through a schema of the possible actions of the tourist that relates repetition, loyalty and satisfaction. The already mentioned approach of , and their distinction of loyalty into vertical, horizontal and experiential loyalty, constitutes, instead, a different attempt that tries to provide a different qualification of the loyalty dimension.
Attitudes or behaviours? Choosing the response variable.
Different limitations arise in using the attitudinal approach. McKercher and Tse (2012) support this by showing the unreliability of such measures. The sample of those who will actually repeat is in fact much smaller than those who declare they will repeat. On the other side, behavioural measures do not allow discriminating between those who do it as a habit or spuriously, and others who show a strictly loyal behaviour. Nevertheless the behavioural approach can be considered as more reliable than the first one for quantitative research. One of the reasons is the already mentioned 'over inclusion' in attitudinal approaches of a set of people that will not repeat the visit. Over inclusion of seemingly loyal people may arise also when reporting past behaviours.
Nevertheless, opportune quantitative models can incorporate elements for controlling for these characteristics, although indirectly, whereas on the contrary it can be hard to state whether one will return back to a place for real. Moreover, investigating particular contexts such as museums limits the bias of the behavioural approach, inasmuch as the audience who repeats is often motivated and thus 'authentically loyal'. This can be related to a process of self-selection that is due to education level and of high motivation in returning.
In general the use of binary variables is very frequent in the literature using behavioural approaches. Different authors instead (Backman and Crompton, 1991b; Dick and Basu, 1994; Oppermann, 1999; encourage the utilization of measures of loyalty that would range on a continuum (Blattberg and Sen, 1976; Day, 1969) . This attempt is partially pursued by those who use Likert scales in measuring the attitude towards returning (Jang and Feng, 2007; Lee, 2009; Li et al., 2010; Oom do Valle et al., 2006; Petrick, 2004; Um et al., 2006) . However such a way allows obtaining only ordinal variables.
A partial solution would be to treat loyalty as a discrete quantitative variable through the number of past visitations. This alternative way was considered by a very reduced part of the literature (Brida et al., 2012b (Brida et al., , 2012c . This measure is an imperfect proxy of the propensity of a tourist to return to a destination. In fact it does not put into account the fact that different tourists have known for different times about the existence of an attraction, or more in general may have had starting to have access to it at different moments. A solution would come from comparing the frequency of past visits and a measure of the 'possibilities' each tourist had to do the visit. Of course, the reasons for differences in such 'possibilities' within the set of tourists might be different. These might be related to subjective elements (e.g., different tastes and preferences; change in tastes and preferences over time), objective (e.g., knowledge about the existence of the destination was not obtained at the same time for all; age of the destinations may differ -see Wall and Nuryanti, 1997 -as well as the age of tourists), budgetary (limitation in financial resources), logistic and contextual (easiness in reaching the destination; presence of a new condition that allows accessing it), time-related, etc. Synthesizing and imploding all these aspects into one single measure is not an easy task. In addition, asking the tourist how long she has been knowing about the possibility to visit the place (what the answer if the destination was, say, USA?), or rather if and when eventual difficulties had in the past to visit the place were removed, might not provide trustworthy results. Oppermann (1999; 2000b) suggests to fix a time horizon in the past in order to limit the open-endedness of asking the number of past holidays in the same destination. Limits in time might solve mostly only the issues that are related to the destination or respondent age. A solution that will be adopted in what follows is to consider the number of past visits as function of individual and place-related characteristics. This is not a direct standardisation across tourists, nor it puts a limit in time of the past experience of the respondents. However it conditions the 'number of times' to the different individual profiles of the tourists. These explanatory individual variables are supposed to be indirect measures of past experiences. The final outcome will be the estimation via an econometric model of the significance of each characteristic in being related to the number of repeat visitations, conditionally to the other ones.
Museums are indeed the most popular cultural attractions (McKercher, 2004) . Despite their heterogeneity, all museums are products of particular cultural and historical experiences (MacDonald and Alsford, 1995) that create new understandings of the past and the reaffirmation of an identity in time and space (Brida et al., 2012a; McIntosh and Prentice, 1999) . This makes them means to disseminate knowledge and experience (Herreman, 1998) . But only a part of their audience is able to be involved in the experience at a 'cultural level (Bennett et al., 1999) . Knowing the needs and the profiles of their customers appears crucial in order to better address market policies. This is also functional to reaffirm their authenticity and reinforce their role of means for the culture that goes beyond being mere agents of conservation (Brida et al., 2012a) .
Only recently the literature has started to treat museums visitors as a heterogeneous mass of people characterized by different needs and profiles (Correia et al., 2011; Hughes, 2002; Schouten, 2007; Schuster, 1991; Stylianou-Lambert, 2011) . Burton et al. (2009) stress that museums have had an ambivalent attitude in placing themselves within the field of leisure. After all 'museums and heritage sites have had to meet the challenge of being open to entrepreneurial approaches while continuing to meet their heritage preservation and educational mandates', because 'challenging economic times have compelled museums and heritages sites to explore ways and means to increase attendance levels and self generated revenues and to control operating expenditures' (Silberberg, 1995) .
Their kind of entertainment can be classified within Stebbins' (1997 Stebbins' ( , 2007 'serious leisure'. It consists of the systematic pursuit of a core activity where typically participants can acquire and express a combination of skills, knowledge, and experience. In Stebbins' categorization it is distinct from other forms of leisure that require less involvement and/or training, such as 'casual' and 'project-based' leisure.
Museums attract visitors in search of serious leisure inasmuch as they are occasions to enhance the cultural capital of attendants (Bourdeau, 1973; Fyfe, 2004) , which has effects also on the social capital of a community. Burton et al. (2009) qualify the modern involvement of a part of the audience as Rojek's (1995 Rojek's ( , 2000 'fast leisure', which is the condition of a post-modernist visitor who is distracted, fragmented in gaining knowledge, not committed, linked to contingent occasions and fast in pursuing information through new technologies. Fast leisure also implies that emotionality is seen at the same level as rationality. As an effect, citing The survey was conducted from June to September 2011. A total of 1,288 interviews were successfully collected in almost equal proportions (47% at MART, 53% at ÖTZI).
A convenience sampling strategy was followed due to the lack of available apriori The questionnaire consisted of three sections (Table 1) and reported questions about the visit to the museum, the trip, and socio-demographic variables. It was tested through a pilot survey in order to correct biases related to its structure and wording. Interviewers informed visitors about its scientific aims for the sake of encouraging their cooperation.
Interviews were held to people after their visit, in selected working and weekend days and during different times of the day. Only one person per travel party was selected.
The questionnaires were anonymous and self-administrated in three languages (Italian, From the point of view of the cultural supply the two museums are indeed heterogeneous, as the two samples testify. ÖTZI resulted to be more attractive for men, visitors with higher income and from abroad -Germany in particular, -and couples also with children. MART museum instead was more frequently visited by people with a higher educational level, more often organized in groups, retired or in other occupation (student, housewife, teacher, etc.), coming from Italy and in particular from neighbour areas of the North-East, and often visiting during weekends. Museums did not differ significantly in terms of the average age of the interviewees. 
German and English
Visitors of the archaeological museum came more frequently for the permanent showroom and visited the shop of the museum less frequently, although there does not appear a significant difference in the mean expenditure. It is interesting to note that the number of visited museums in the last 12 months did not differ significantly between MART and ÖTZI. This could indicate a similar propensity of the average visitor to attend, apart from their personal characteristics. Figure 1 and The survey investigated also the motivations of the visitors (Table 4) . Visiting the museum rather than the city was the main reasons for the holiday (64.67%). This behaviour differs significantly between the two museums. The percentage of the museum as attractor for visitors becomes bigger for those who have been to MART (81.27%), whereas the city of Bolzano is mentioned as a reason for the visit by 38.41% of interviewees at ÖTZI. The main motivations for visitors to both museums are a specific interest in the attraction (58.93%), curiosity (39.29%) and the willingness to learn something new (32.30%).
Significant differences arise in the motivations aspects between the two museums. In particular curiosity and the willingness to learn something new affects ÖTZI visitors more frequently than MART, whereas the contrary happens for those who declare to have a specific interest in such an attraction and to visit the museum in order to rest or relax. Museums are frequently described as places that describe a historical era (90.35%), that make the visitor think (83.93%), fascinating (89.27%) and authentic (83.82%) attractions. Significant differences arise also in almost all the items measuring the way museums are perceived. ÖTZI visitors declare more frequently to see it as a tourist attraction, but also as a unique place in the world, authentic, and a way to describe a historical era. MART visitors instead perceive more frequently the museum as place that makes the visitor think.
Methods
A basic theoretical framework of reference for the study of the determinants of revisiting comes from Hellström and Nordström (2008) and it was reprised Brida et al.
(2012b) and Brida et al. (2012c) . Such classic approaches are common also in other fields of tourism studies, such as the ones on the determinants of tourist expenditure (see Brida and Scuderi, 2013) . The model supposes that a museum's visitor i from a set of n agents maximizes her utility by choosing to visit a tourist site j = 1,..., J in a number of y ij times, and consuming a set g = g i1 ,..., g ir ( ) of quantities of other r goods. Consumer's choice is done conditionally to a set of individual characteristics k i and long-run labour supply. The consumed quantities g of the other goods are not surveyed in the dataset. As in Hellström and Nordström (2008) , this means to refer to an incomplete demand system, where the quasi-utility function can be expressed as:
In Equation (1), m i is total spending on g , q is the vector of the prices of g . Suppose that u i has the usual properties of a utility function for fixed q . Omitting the consumer index, the maximization is subject to the budget constraint ′ p y + ′ q g ≤ I , where I is the income, y is the vector of all y j , p and q are the vectors of the prices of, respectively, visits to the tourist sites and other goods. Corner solutions can be possible in case the visitor did not visit at least one site. However, the extreme corner solution is never possible since the consumer visited at least the museum in which she was interviewed.
For the same reason, if we restrict the choice to the site where the visitor was surveyed, an interior solution can be plausible. The number of visits to the site j can be expressed as:
As Hellström and Nordström (2008) report, the consumption prices are generally assumed fixed for each household. However, in practice they will differ between households because of trip-related characteristics, such as distance to sites, transportation modes, accommodation choice, etc.
Behavioural approaches typically make use of two types of dependent variables to proxy y j . The first one classifies tourists into first timers and repeaters, whereas the second one is the number of past visits. The first category comprises descriptive techniques and the use of tests on frequencies (Anwar and Sohail, 2004; Hong et al., 2009; Li et al., 2008; Niininen et al., 2004; Opperman, 1996 Opperman, , 1997 (Lau and McKercher, 2004) , discriminant analysis (Tiefenbacher et al., 2000) , LISREL models (Chi, 2012) .
Contributions falling in the second category are instead less frequent. Also here merely descriptive approaches are utilized (Meis et al., 1995; Opperman, 2000b) , as well as explorative techniques (Gitelson and Crompton, 1984) . Econometric models were introduced more recently and model the number of past trips through count data regressions, such as Poisson (Brida et al., 2012b) and Count Quantile (Brida et al., 2012c ). These models are used in analogy with the travel cost analysis literature, a set of contributions that aims to estimate the demand for tourism by modelling the number of trips as function of the travel costs (Bestard and Font, 2010; Englin and Shonkwiler, 1995; Hellerstein, 1991; Hynes et al., 2009 ).
Attitudinal approaches focus on the willingness to return either as 'binary' variable Instead papers using a response variable in Likert scale utilize structural equation models (Jang and Feng, 2007; Lee, 2009; Li et al., 2010; Petrick, 2004; Oom do Valle et al., 2006) , linear regressions (Kozak, 2001) , or other techniques such as path analysis (Um et al., 2006) .
Econometric techniques will be used in this paper. These present several advantages.
The first is the quantification of the likely impact of each independent variable on the repeat visitation. The second is the conditioning, which allows estimating these effects ceteris paribus, that is as we fix the other characteristics under consideration. This is an advantage when dealing with this sample that derives from two different typologies museums, where estimates can be calculated after controlling for such heterogeneities.
In addition, as mentioned above this allows controlling for individual characteristics that proxy past experiences. Three complementary approaches will be used, for the sake of testing how a given set of socioeconomic and trip-related variables influences particular aspects of repeating the holiday.
The first approach assesses the role of the set of explanatory variables in influencing the probability to repeat or not. The basic framework of reference is McFadden's (1974) binary discrete choice random utility model. This analysis is performed through Logit regression, which compares first timers and repeaters as two distinct groups. This may provide indications on the specific needs of potential first-time visitors and repeat visitors, which may suggest ad hoc marketing and promotional activities (Meis et al. 1995) . It has been widely used by attitudinal approaches. Let W be the matrix of independent variables with I observations and K +1 variables, whose row w i reports proxies of right-side variables in Equation (2) conditionally to the set of regressors, can be modelled as:
The second one considers the number of past visitations in the museums as dependent variable. This aims to estimate the likely effect of each independent variable the average number of visits. The model of reference is the Zero-Inflated Poisson regression. Only the work by Brida et al. (2012b) makes use of it in the literature. Poisson regression is a largely used approach for data deriving from a count such as the number of past visits.
In case data report a high amount of zero, as it emerges from our descriptive statistics, it is preferable to use the Zero-Inflated Probability Poisson (ZIP henceforth) model, which has the form (4) where corresponds to both mean and variance. Its use is appropriate when
In case overdispersion is found via a test, that is Quantile Regression for continuous data (Koenker and Bassett, 1978) to the case of count data. The computation of parameters starts by first producing the 'jittering' of data (Stevens, 1950) 
Variables
The analysis considers the set of visitors to the two museums as one single sample. Sets from different types of attractions may in fact concur to better define the typology of repeat visitor. In our framework this happens apart from the biases related to the specificity of a visited place, which anyway is controlled for. As already stressed, the three models require two different dependent variables. In Logit model the variable assumes the value of one if the interviewee already attended the visit, and 0 otherwise.
In both ZIP and CQ the number of past visits excluding the one of the interview is instead considered. Table 5 reports a list of the independent variables. Age squared of the respondent
Income
The central values of the following income categories in € were considered: 0 -25,000; 25,000 -50,000; 50,000 -75,000; > 75,000. A value of 0 was put if income was not declared Missing Income 1 = the income was not declared; 0 = otherwise Km Distance between the city of residence and the city of the museum Italy As premised in the previous paragraphs, a control variable (MART) for the two museums was used. It captures the differences between the two museums, such as the ones about their typologies, age, place, etc.
Socioeconomic variables are quite standard for the literature, and concern gender, age, marital status, income, place of residence, education, and occupation. A quadratic term for age was included to test for nonlinear effects. A variable 'missing income' was introduced to indicate those who did not declare their income. This procedure has the aim to avoid an excessive reduction of the sample size, which would have decreased by 28.26% (see Table 2 ). Two different aspects of the place of residence were caught.
Besides the distance in kilometres from the place of living, we isolated those who resided in Italy from the rest. As seen from Table 2 , in fact, the percentage of those who live abroad was not small especially among those who visited ÖTZI.
The typology of the visiting party enters also in the model. The constant and significant presence of a certain typology of accompanying person may in fact provide interesting indications to market operators. Both the inclusion of the travel distance and the presence of friends or family recall Tiefenbacher et al. (2000) , who report that they are strongly related to repeat visitation. Other features related to the visit concern the typology of showroom attended (temporary, permanent, or both) and if the visit was done during weekends. In addition, further regressors were included to test the relationship between the museum and the city as explanatory factor of the repeat visit.
Knowing if the museum was an important element for the sake of deciding whether to visit the city could stimulate local policymakers to make appropriate policies in order to integrate local cultural attractions with tourism.
Furthermore, we included a measure of whether other cultural activities were attended while in the city for that visit. A set of regressors instead assessed the role of the motivation to the visit in determining the repeat visit. Eight items measured whether the visit was done for curiosity, rest or relax, a specific interest in that attraction, accompanying a friend or family member, learning something new, doing something worthwhile, occupying leisure time, or if the visit is thought as something 'one ought to do'. Another set of variables measured the opinion of repeat visitors about the way the visited museum is perceived. Proposed items indicated if the visitor agreed that the museum was an attraction for visitors, unique in the world, a place that makes the visitor think, a way to describe a historical era, a fascinating attraction, an authentic attraction.
EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE
All estimates are provided in terms of marginal effects (ME), which allow comparison across models. They express the effect on the conditional mean of the dependent variable of a change in one of a regressor (see Cameron and Trivedi, 2005) . As it emerges from Figure 1 , most of the information on the dependent variable comes from MART, where 54.7% (330 people) attended the visit to the museum for at least a second time. Instead, only 17.3% of the interviewees at ÖTZI (199 people) were repeaters. In this sense the analysis might appear rather 'unbalanced' towards the MART. But as already mentioned, such a difference in the attitude of visitors to repeat between the two museums is another reason for inserting the control variable for the two museums.
Tables 6 and 7 report the significant MEs in at least one model. The choice to visit MART (with respect to ÖTZI) is positive and reports the highest ME in all models. In particular, CQ shows an increase in the coefficient, which decreases slightly in the quantile that is related to three or more repeated visits. This latter result suggests that, in comparison to ÖTZI, the more one revisits MART the more she is likely to return. This tendency decreases a bit in the most loyal visitors. In general, this may indeed appear as an expected result that emerges also from the statistics shown in Table 3 and Figure 1 . Factors that may explain this might be both a changing supply of temporary exhibitions, and the periodic rotation of the permanent collection. This seems to be confirmed by the non-significance of neither the visit to the temporary collection, or to the permanent one. ÖTZI museum instead is less attractive for repeaters. As suggested by Table 4, this can be ascribed to its way to be perceived as mere part of the tourist supply of Bolzano.
Therefore it is seen, though partially, as a 'place for everyone' including families with children, which attracts more frequently visitors coming from further places. Although it contains very interesting items of the prehistoric age, the mummy is still its main attraction. After all it is a central figure for promotion and communication policies of the museum. Jointly with the significance of 'curiosity', this might represent a lower attitude towards the 'cultural value' of the museum. 
Characteristics of the visit
Repeat visit is likely to not take place during weekends, as confirmed by all models. In addition, having attended other cultural activities in the city of the museum is not a feature that discriminates between first timers and repeaters. Nevertheless it influences the average number of the visits, and in particular it characterizes first and second time visitors. Those coming from near places and living in Italy are more likely to repeat.
Less loyal visitors appear to culturally 'omnivore' inasmuch as, if they come to visit the museum for the first or second time, they take the chance to be in that city to 'consume other items' of the cultural supply of that place. This is confirmed also by the negative sign in all models of the ME of the visit to the city as motivation to be in the museum, which also decreases with the number of repeat visits.
Also the ME of the interest towards the museum as reason to be in the city presents also a negative sign. Although it may appear as unexpected, this is explained by the structure of the questionnaire that allowed the respondent to indicate both the museum and the city as motives. Thus, tourists might have indicated both elements as being equally attractors for their visits. Who instead resides in nearby areas, or anyway in Italy, is more likely to repeat (Tiefenbacher et al., 2000) , and of course if she is a habitual cultural consumer she does not do it the same time she visits the museum. For what concerns the latter aspect, the repeat visitor attends museums more frequently than first timers (Logit). In particular the more museums per year she visits the more she is likely to repeat (ZIP), and this concerns especially those who repeat more frequently (Q3, Q>3).
The visiting group
The number of household members attending the visit does predict the probability to repeat or not (Logit), but rather it influences the average number of visits and the highest quantiles (Q2, Q3, Q>3). In addition, the motivation of the visit for the sake of accompanying a friend or a family member is significant and affects all the quantiles.
We also highlight that the visit both with children and/or in groups did not result as significant. All this can suggest the idea of the fact that the attention towards cultural attractions is a matter that may involve the entire household. Having other family members that care of culture can generate more chances in being engaged in the 'consumption of cultural goods'.
This reciprocal involvement that regards the household dimension does not necessarily concern children, the ones with low maturity in sharing cultural aspects with adults. The importance of the dimension of the household seems to be enforced by the lack of significance of the visit with organized groups, friends or colleagues, and the significance of accompanying friends of relatives in the highest quantile among the motives for which the city was visited. These indications, though very suggestive and supported by the data, need to be investigated further by future analysis, which has also to discriminate if this behaviour has to be related to a concrete interest, or rather only to the willingness to accompany someone to visit the museum.
Motivations, opinions, and socio-demographic characteristics
'Curiosity' and 'learning something new' are other two motivations in a significant relationship with repeating. Their coefficient is negative and significant in all models and decreased with the quantile. It may indicate that visitors do not use to repeat for the sake to learn or know at a superficial level (i.e., curiosity). If the repeat visit to museums can be thought as having a cultural value, the latter consists of something more 'pervasive' than the mere learning. This is consistent with the revisit to the museum as 'something one ought to do' affecting negatively the average number of visits and the first two quantiles. The latter seems to indicate the cultural visit as not being one of the 'mandatory' steps of a 'sightseeing tour' around a city, which 'has to be done' in order to be inserted in the file of the set of the 'things done in lifetime'.
Another interesting significant element is the opinion about the uniqueness of the museum. It concerns only those who visited it for the first time, and it discriminates them from repeat visitors. Among the proposed ones, such feeling of uniqueness is the only significant opinion about the museum among the proposed ones that is related to the repeat visit. Only a limited number of socio-demographic characteristics is significantly related to the repeat visit. Among these, women visiting it for the first time (Q1) are more likely to repeat than men. Non-married visitors are significantly related to being a repeater (Logit), the number of visits (ZIP), and first and second time visit (Q1 and Q2). Autonomous workers are less likely to be high frequency visitors (Q>3).
Other variables such as age, income, and other occupations did not report significant estimates.
CONCLUSIONS
This paper examined the literature on loyalty in tourism. The scope was to discuss and introduce an opportune framework for analysing the repeat visit to museums.
Stimulating the repeat visit is one of the main aims of destination and tourist attractions' managers. Literature considers satisfaction as the main element for inducing repeat visitation. But in some cases, habit and convenience of not changing place due to contingent reasons can be the main factors. These constitute confounding factors of nontrivial importance if one wants to analyse the most likely factor influencing the repeat visit behaviour. Instead repeat visitors to museums can be thought of having particular and common motivations in visiting and revisiting. In Stebbins' (1997 Stebbins' ( , 2007 word, they are in search of 'serious' leisure, which involves them in improving their cultural capital in a significant way. But also here a distinction can be done between first timers and repeaters.
Undoubtedly, first timers can be attracted by museums by factors such as the willingness to enjoy its cultural supply. But this category might be composed also of people who are driven by mere curiosity, or rather attracted by an experience that 'must be done' with the same involvement as visiting any other tourist attraction in a place.
Repeat visitors to museums are instead a more homogeneous set. The evidence of this paper, jointly with what emerges from the literature, seems to confirm their high interest towards the content of the cultural supply, rather than the mere attraction towards the tourist supply of a place. This happens independently of whether they are in search of temporary or permanent exhibitions, which enforces the ideas of the repeat visitation as a process of enculturation that is not necessarily based on the novelty of the cultural supply.
The paper also provided an analysis of the different ways to operationalize the concept of repeat visit. We found that studying the number of past visits has to be preferred to the mere willingness to return to the place. The latter has been proven to be an unreliable predictor of the actual visit. Accordingly, the number of past visit was taken as dependent variable for studying a sample of visitors of two museums. Three econometric techniques were used, for the sake of studying different aspects of the phenomenon. Integrating the information coming from the models provides a more detailed overview of the profiles of repeat visitors. In particular we studied the influence of a set of covariates to the probability of repeating (Logit), the average number of visits (ZIP), and different parts of the empirical distribution of the number of past visits (CQ).
All models detected the significance and verse of certain variables, whereas some others resulted to be significant only for specific models. The regressors that resulted as significant in explaining the repeat visit were the typology of the museum, visit during weekdays, having visited the museum as not a mere tourist attractions of the city, and the motivation of doing it for something different than curiosity or learning something new. The study of the differences between the two groups of first timers and repeaters through logistic regression highlighted the perception of uniqueness by first time visitors. Instead a part of all other regressors that resulted to have an influence on the average number of visits (ZIP) were also found to affect only certain quantiles (CQ).
This highlights the importance to integrate the information coming from different techniques for the sake of better describing a complex phenomenon such as the repeat visit.
Different indications to museum operators emerged from the study of the significant coefficients. The first concerns the promotion strategies. In principle, a modern and contemporary art museum like MART can attract visitors for the novelty of its temporary showrooms, or of the way the permanent collection is proposed to visitors.
Similarly, a particular archaeological museum such as ÖTZI has a unique attraction such as the Neolithic mummy, and offers visitors very interesting information about the life in that period. But repeat visitation can be promoted by ad-hoc promotion policies that enhance the cultural value of the belongings, and present showrooms as novel chances to enhance the cultural capital. Another indication came about the timing of the repeat visit, which is likely to happen during days that are supposed to be less frequented by 'mass visitors'.
Timing of the repeat visit, jointly with the high propensity of loyal visitor to attend other cultural events, suggests the need for an adequate promotion of collateral events to the showrooms. An attempt has been made by the two museums in organizing cultural events during evenings. This can raise the attention towards the museum as places of 'cultural production', and consequently stimulate the repeat visit of a place where cultural capital can be enhanced. This can be interpreted jointly with the most likely group composition of repeat visitors that emerged from the empirical evidence. All events should be addressed in involving entire households properly. In particular, the propensity to involve family members but not children should induce operators to reflect about the possibility of ad-hoc services for children of the visitors.
A further emerging suggestion concerns the involvement of overnight stayers. As expected, loyal museums visitors are likely to reside in near places to their cities.
Therefore a challenge might be how to increase the loyalty of those who reside far. The overnight tourist can be thought as being an omnivore that tries to 'consume' as much as possible while away from home. A varying and integrated supply of cultural, naturalistic and leisure activities can promote the revisiting. Of course this would require local institutions and private operators to interact properly in a synergic way for the promotion of territories and their integration in networks (D'Agata et al., 2012) . All this deals with a broader and delicate question that intersects cultural policies, sustainable tourism, and interests of private firm owners. And of course, the compatibility between cultural tourism and mass tourism is another aspect to deal with for both future promotion of events, and actual audience of museums.
Finally, some methodological remarks are necessary. This study is an attempt to bring into the literature an integrated approach of interpreting three econometric models.
Complementary and not frequently applied techniques in the field of tourism loyalty analysis were then used. In addition, the homogeneity of the sample with respect to the one from 'generalist' loyal visitors attempted to be a limitation to the biases of 'spurious' loyalty. Future research could involve a wider sample from other different typologies of museums, as well as the use of a probabilistic sample that in this case was not possible due to the lack of apriori information on the population. However this study constitutes a first attempt in defining a particular aspect of the loyalty for cultural attractions, which goes beyond the description of a specific museum or event.
